
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, May 1, 2008 

12:00 – 2:15 
7 Mondale Hall 

 
 
Present: Gary Balas (chair), Nancy Carpenter, Carol Chomsky, Shawn Curley, Dan Dahlberg, 

William Durfee, Marti Hope Gonzales, Michael Hancher, Carolyn Hayes, Lois Heller, 
Emily Hoover, Jeff Kahn, Mary Jo Kane, Judith Martin, Martin Sampson, Jennifer 
Windsor 

 
Absent: Barbara Elliott, Nelson Rhodus, Geoffrey Sirc, Becky Yust 
 
Guests: Associate Vice President Donna Peterson, Todd Iverson (University Relations); President 

Robert Bruininks 
  
[In these minutes:  (1) LRT update; (2) Senate vice chair; (3) meeting with deans; (4) interim report from 
the metrics & measurement subcommittee; (5) discussion with the President] 
 
 
1. LRT Update 
 
 Professor Balas convened the meeting at 12:05 and welcomed Associate Vice President Peterson 
and Mr. Iverson to provide an update on the Central Corridor light-rail projects.  The Committee 
discussed with them at length the politics of the process as well as the projected mitigation costs if the 
trains run at grade on Washington Avenue and other vehicular traffic is diverted to other routes.   
Subsequent to the meeting, Professor Balas wrote a letter to Metropolitan Council Chair Peter Bell 
transmitting the following resolution from the Committee. 
 

Because light rail transportation is important to the future of the University of Minnesota, 
the Faculty Consultative Committee, which is the elected executive committee of the University's 
Faculty Senate, strongly supports the Central Corridor Light Rail project.  Knowing that about 
30% of the riders on the Central Corridor line will be University students, faculty, staff, and 
visitors, we welcome this efficient and environmentally progressive way of traveling to and from 
the campus. 

 
We also strongly endorse the Regents’ preference for the northern alignment.  The 

Committee joins the Regents in that preference because several major disadvantages would 
impair an alternative route along Washington Avenue:  

 
--  The physical safety of our students and staff could be jeopardized by a Washington Avenue 
route for light rail. Currently many thousands of students and staff cross Washington Avenue 
each day, at six major intersections on and near campus. The frequent passing of on-grade trains 
at those busy intersections, even at the slow speeds that would be required given the population 
density in the campus area, would present an unacceptable risk. 

                                                           
* These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the University of 

Minnesota Senate; none of the comments, conclusions, or actions reported in these minutes represents the 
views of, nor are they binding on, the Senate, the Administration, or the Board of Regents. 
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--  The significant permanent disruption of traffic on Washington Avenue that would result from 
running surface trains on that road would damage the University community.  The diversion of 
approximately 25,000 cars and 1,500 buses to surrounding streets and neighborhoods would be 
unacceptable.  Most threatening is the negative impact on both emergency-vehicle and patient 
access to the hospital and University clinics (some 500,000 visits per year).  The northern 
alignment would avoid those harmful consequences. 
 
--  A Washington Avenue at-grade route for light rail would impose upon the University 
extraordinary costs for inevitable traffic-mitigation projects. The University has no budgeted 
resources for such highway projects and can not be expected to divert tuition resources from 
education to highway infrastructure.  
   
   For these and other reasons we strongly endorse the recommendation of the Board of 
Regents that the Central Corridor line be routed along the northern alignment. 
 

2. Senate Vice Chair 
 
 Professor Balas next nominated Professor Chomsky to serve as Senate Vice Chair next year.  The 
Committee voted unanimously in favor of the nomination, to be brought to the Faculty Senate.  He 
thanked Professor Kane for her service as Vice Chair for the last two years; the Committee gave her a 
round of applause. 
 
3. Meeting with Deans 
 
 Professor Balas reported on a recent meeting that included several FCC representatives and 
several of the Twin Cities deans.  The focus of the discussion was the financing of the University and how 
universities spend their money.  It was agreed the Committee wished to have a conversation with Vice 
President Pfutzenreuter and to have another discussion with the deans in the near future. 
 
4. Interim Report from the Metrics & Measurement Subcommittee 
 
 Professor Windsor next reported for the Metrics & Measurement subcommittee, which, she 
recalled, grew out of discussions of the report of the task force on metrics and measures at the fall 2007 
Committee retreat.  [Subcommittee members are Professors Windsor (chair), Durfee, Hoover, and Kahn.]  
The Committee at that time was concerned that the proposed measures would not capture key elements of 
faculty scholarship, so charged the subcommittee to look more closely at metrics and measures and frame 
a response to the task force recommendations.  The draft subcommittee report was provided to Committee 
members. 
 
 Professor Windsor reviewed the major points of the draft report. 
 
1.  They restricted the scope of their work to research and discovery.  (Professor Hancher inquired when 
"research" became "research and discovery," to which he did not object but which he said is an innovation 
in phrasing; Professor Windsor replied that they subcommittee found the phrase in the "Lighthouse" 
report, the report of the Instrumentalization Task Force in 2004.  The term also includes creative work.  
Research is defined more broadly by that phrase, Professor Martin commented, so it includes more.  
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Professor Sampson said that faculty are rewarded for publication of research; discovery is closer to the 
essence of what they do.) 
 
2.  They restricted the scope of their work to the Twin Cities campus (because the coordinate campuses 
have distinct missions, especially with respect to research). 
 
3.  The task force report looked only at aggregate University-wide measures; the subcommittee is also 
looking at internal measures. 
 
4.  The subcommittee consulted with a number of faculty and administrators. 
 
5.  The major findings of the subcommittee were these: 

--  any measures are likely to be imperfect but that cannot stop the institution and faculty from 
asking "how good are we?"; 
--  there is a problem with who to include and how to count (that is, if one calculates per-capita 
measures of research or scholarly productivity, who is counted in the denominator—regular 
faculty only or should it also include contract/term faculty and/or P&A staff who have 
appointments in research?); 
--  the level of granularity is also an issue (that is, what level of measurement—college, campus, 
etc.—is appropriate for internal measures, and how can they be used to move the institution 
forward without creating unnecessary heuristics?); 
--  different bodies at the University seem not to talk to each other; there is a wealth of expertise, 
software, and data, but those who possess it do not communicate with each other; 
--  there is no systematic way to store and measure the information faculty generate (although the 
recommendations of the subcommittee on databases, if implemented, would help); 
--  there is no consistent measure of scholarship; and 
--  reputation matters. 

 
 From a survey of faculty across departments, the subcommittee learned the following measures 
were important: 
 
1.   the prestige of the publication outlet matters—that is a core number that measures how good they are; 
2.  external grants; 
3.  faculty awards; and 
4.  graduate student placement. 
 
There was also a strong sense among the faculty that quantity does not equal quality, that there is no one 
size that fits all, that reputation matters, that prestige depends on resources, and that there is "ratings 
fatigue" (so all must be aware that the faculty are weary of measurement). 
 
 The subcommittee has several recommendations with respect to measures.  For external 
measures, which are aggregate measures used to compare across institutions, delete three of the six 
recommended measures contained in the report of the task force on metrics and measures  (diversity, 
faculty satisfaction, and postdoctoral appointees).  What should be added is commercialization of 
intellectual property (considered by the task force to be a measure of public engagement).  Importantly, a 
measure of faculty scholarship needs to be added.  The subcommittee is not done with internal measures, 
implementation, or support measures. 
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 Professor Kahn reported that the subcommittee members learned a lot about the University and 
what is measured (or not) and what can be measured (or not).  Many rankings use research funding, a 
number that is skewed by the size of an institution, and it is difficult to compare institutions without a 
consistent faculty-number denominator.  The problem is, who should be counted?  It is not easy to 
identify the answer to that question, and the subcommittee has spent a lot of time on it.  Even if they were 
to figure out "who counts" for this university, other institutions would no doubt come up with a different 
number.  Professor Wambach noted that there are different counts of faculty on the University's own 
websites.  The same problem exists with citation counts, Professor Kahn said.  They also found that 
different constituents look at different data, Professor Durfee reported.   
 
 Professor Windsor reported that ISI Web of Knowledge citation counts, proposed as a possible 
measure of faculty scholarship, are not perfect.  Subcommittee members entered their own names and 
learned that ISI did not capture all of their work—but presumably all institutions would have the same 
problem.  The subcommittee also did a quick correlation of peer review and ranking from the Times-
World University rankings and found a .81 correlation, so how peers perceive an institution is a major 
correlate of ranking.  As a result, they had a conversation with University Relations about how to enhance 
the University's reputation. 
 
 Professor Gonzales observed that calibrating prestige can present a dilemma.  In a department, 
when assessing an individual's contributions; they look at the quality of the journal in which work is 
published.  That measure, however, could be working at cross-purposes with the emphasis on new 
interdisciplinary research, which could appear in new journals.  The more prestigious publications are the 
old and traditional journals.  Distinctiveness may be a marker of prestige, not quantity, Professor Windsor 
said, which is one reason that the subcommittee is interested in internal measures, that is, measures that 
can be more individualized to the University of Minnesota.  These measures could be a way for units to 
identify what they are trying to achieve, so they can select among metrics that resonate best with their 
discipline. 
 
 Professor Curley reported that in his unit, they assess research by awards, research funding, 
publications, and citations; they also break out publications to look at those in top journals (to see if there 
is more impact).  They also consider peer reviews, both internal and external.   
 
 Professor Balas expressed concern about the use of citations.  It takes a long time to get 
something published, and then time for something to be out long enough to be cited.  That measure favors 
those who have been at the University longer and discriminates against interdisciplinary work.  Professor 
Windsor said the subcommittee does not propose using ISI as an internal measure but as a University-
wide aggregate measure, and not across disciplines.   
 
 Professor Chomsky expressed concern about removing faculty satisfaction and diversity from the 
measures; that could mean units will stop counting and there will no longer be a visible commitment to 
diversity.  Professor Windsor said the subcommittee considered diversity to be a very important marker of 
a strong university but concluded that it does not fit exclusively into the external measure of category of 
"research and discovery" proposed by the task force, any more than it fits exclusively into the categories 
of "teaching and learning" or public engagement."  She agreed with Professor Chomsky that the 
subcommittee wants to be sure diversity is included, but not seen only as a marker of  research and 
discovery.  Professor Hayes said this is a difficult issue because diversity is often cited as an important 
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contributor to research because of diversity in ideas in the population.  Professor Windsor said it might 
well be used as an internal measure but said she was uncomfortable putting it in the same isolated "box" 
as "research and discovery"; Professor Hayes's point, she observed, is equally true for teaching.  Professor 
Durfee said diversity is part of the infrastructure, required to make the rest of the University work well.   
 
 Professor Kahn said the point is that there is a glaring absence from the research-and-discovery 
metrics identified by the metrics and measures task force:  what faculty do.  Measures that are core to 
what faculty do, what they are paid for, who they are, are missing.  What became clear when they looked 
at University-level measures, Professor Durfee related, was that they did not match up against any 
departmental 7.12 statement.  Whatever metrics are used, they must be numeric—not for a department, 
but at the University level.  The subcommittee has not reached final conclusions on what should be used, 
but whatever they recommend will be better than what has been proposed before.   
 
 What priority does the promotion of interdisciplinary work have, Professor Heller inquired?  She 
noted there is no measure of it proposed.  The Academic Health Center is trying to identify what metric 
might be used for interdisciplinary work.  The subcommittee considered the question, Professor Windsor 
said, and talked with Vice President Mulcahy; she agreed it is missing but said the consensus was that 
they do not know how to define "interdisciplinary" internally and it is not a measure used externally 
across institutions.  But one can identify output from people working in interdisciplinary areas, Professor 
Kahn noted.   
 
 Professor Hancher noted that in CLA, for example, some people distinguish article-based 
disciplines from book-based disciplines; does ISI include both books and articles, and how are they 
weighted?  It does not include books as primary sources, Professor Windsor said, but it may include them 
if they are indexed as cited references in the ISI database.  Then his entire department would not be 
included, Professor Hancher pointed out; books loom large in CLA and they would want an indicator that 
registers books.  Professor Windsor agreed.  She asked if some representative sampling might be done to 
learn how the University stands vis-à-vis other institutions.  Professor Hancher said books can be a 
significant index of quality:  if Harvard faculty are publishing better books than Yale faculty, it matters. 
 
 Professor Kahn reported that the subcommittee had an interesting discussion with John Butler 
from the libraries, who is interested in ideas about how to capture information from other sources and 
how to compare with other institutions.  It is, however, easier to use many of these measures for internal 
purposes.  Performance (e.g., dance, theater) does not figure into the measurement, Professor Hancher 
also pointed out.  Professor Windsor again agreed and said that the University could establish internal 
measures that speak to the creative and scholarly processes that are valued in these fields--but they do not 
know of any cross-institutional measures.  They are resistant to counting, Professor Kahn observed. 
 
 Professor Balas said that the metrics and measurement committee is being reconstituted and that 
Associate Vice President Kvavik has done some work in the area.  It was agreed the Committee should 
have a conversation with him. 
 
 Professor Kane suggested there be a section of the report with caveats—why it is research and 
discovery, not diversity as an external measure, etc., so readers know the subcommittee considered the 
issues.   
 



Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, May 1, 2008 
 
 

6

 The Committee gave the subcommittee members a round of applause for the excellent report that 
they had produced (so far). 
 
5. Discussion with President Bruininks 
 
 The President joined the meeting.  He came in during the last part of the discussion on metrics 
and commented that they are important for many reasons, including because they are used in reports to 
the legislature.  The issue of what to measure for evaluation and improvement is important.  There is a 
tendency to measure that which is easy to measure, but what does it mean to talk about a productivity 
increase, or management of the institution, or the arts and humanities?  The University should not confine 
itself to national rankings, which measure the easy and more universal items.   
 
 The President then provided an update on events at the legislature and the budget prospect.  He 
also spent time on light-rail transit.   
 
 Professor Balas acknowledged Professor Sampson's receipt of the President's Outstanding Service 
Award, for which the Committee gave him a round of applause. 
 
 Professor Balas adjourned the meeting at 2:15. 
  
     -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 


